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The Ericsson corporation ("Ericsson"), by its attorney,

hereby submits its comments in response to written presentations

and oral statements made at the April 11-12, 1994 Panel

Discussions on pcs sponsored by the FCC's PCS Task Force. In

support thereof, Ericsson states as follows:

I. Introduction

Two days of discussion on PCS issues from a number of

different perspectives served to significantly focus the

reconsideration debate. The meetings demonstrated that there is

great demand for a variety of licensed PCS services and

unlicensed PCS devices. Furthermore, based on economic l
,

Most panelists on the panel entitled "Competitive Issues
in the Wireless Telecommunications Market" agreed that seven PCS
licensees per market was not supportable in the long term.
Rather, there would Ultimately be 2-3 PCS licensees per market in
addition to existing cellular and ESMR licensees.
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financial2 and technical analysis, the number of successful PCS

licensees ultimately will be in the range of 2-3 per market.

Similarly, though the Panel Discussions were positive towards 2

GHz PCS services becoming viable, there was also an overwhelming

consensus that the success of PCS is directly dependent on the

speed with which PCS services can be deployed in the market.

Most participants in the Panel Discussions agreed that the

FCC's actions on reconsideration of the Second Report & Order, 8

FCC Rcd 7700 (1993), will be critical to the question of how

quickly PCS services can be deployed. If the FCC makes

"substantial changes" to the PCS rules to correct any

deficiencies in the Second Report & Order additional

administrative litigation might ensue resulting in the delay in

PCS licensing thereby creating a less competitive PCS service.

If the FCC reaffirms its original PCS decision without correcting

for any deficiencies, the marketplace will make corrections but

at the cost of PCS being competitive at the earliest possible

time. Thus, the ideal solution for the Commission on

reconsideration is to make changes to the original PCS decision

which will promote deployment of economical and technically

efficient PCS systems from the beginning without causing undue

delay in the deployment of licensed PCS systems and unlicensed

2 Most panelists on the panel entitled "Financing
Perspectives on PCS" agreed that financing or other sources of
capital would generally be available for 2-3 PCS licensees which
served larger geographic areas and which had larger blocks of
spectrum.
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PCS devices. Set forth below are Ericsson's views of how the

Commission can accomplish this goal for both licensed PCS

services and unlicensed devices.

II. Licen.ed PCS Service.

Bquip.ent I ••ue.

A number of panelists were asked about standards for

licensed PCS systems. Some panelists acknowledged that the

quickest way for the Commission to have PCS deployed would be to

adopt uniform technical standards. Others suggested that ANSI-

approved industry standards organizations are the better venue

for such activities as long as the Commission adopts certain

general technical parameters.

Ericsson acknowledges the Commission's historical reluctance

to avoid setting detailed technical standards. Furthermore, it

agrees with the Commission's position in this regard since those

matters should be left to industry standards bodies. Yet,

Ericsson agrees with a number of panelists that the Commission

must adopt certain broad technical parameters when it reconsiders

the Second Report & Order in order to avoid technical chaos in

the PCS market. To have PCS systems deployed as quickly as

possible it is important for the FCC to provide manufacturers

with additional technical guidance so the design process for PCS

equipment can proceed on a course parallel to PCS licensing.

The FCC should reconsider its technical rules by:

providing more specificity with respect to
the maximum base station power PCS licensees
should be allowed to use; base stations
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should be authorized to use power in the
range of 400-1600 watts EIRP depending on the
nature of the market (urban/rural) in which a
base station is located;

Articulating the specific frequencies to be
used for uplink and downlink operations with
the recommendation that the lower part of the
paired licensed band should be used for
subscriber terminal transmit and the upper
part of the paired licensed band should be
used for base station transmit when FOO
technology is used, and;

Because the FCC has established an allocation
scenario which will allow both FOO and TOO
operations in the PCS band, adopting specific
rules designed to avoid PCS to PCS system
interference.

Allocation and Bliqibility I ••u••

With respect to allocation issues, most panelists agreed

that ultimately there will be 2-3 PCS licensees in addition to

present cellular and ESMR licensees. Ericsson believes the

existing 80 MHz allocation for the lower PCS block (1850-1890

MHz/1930-1970 MHz) is adequate to meet the demand for PCS

services for the immediate future.

Because 80 MHz is ample spectrum for immediate PCS needs,

Ericsson does not believe it is necessary for the Commission to

allocate the upper licensed PCS band (2130-2150 MHZ!2180-2200

MHz) at the present time. Rather, the Commission should hold the

upper PCS band in reserve for future allocation. Taking such

action will provide the Commission with time to make more

reasoned decisions on future PCS allocations as PCS systems are
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actually deployed. 3

III. Unlic.nae4 PCs Iaau••

Despite the fact that little attention was paid to

unlicensed PCS issues at the April 11-12 Panel Discussions, there

was consensus on two issues. First, members of the various panel

discussions agreed there was synergy between unlicensed devices

and licensed PCS services such that the Commission's present

allocation for unlicensed PCS should stay the same in terms of

size and location. Second, the microwave relocation issue which

is so integral to the rapid deployment of licensed PCS services

is as significant an issue for the unlicensed PCS community. The

panelists who discussed the issue agreed that one large

impediment to the deployment of unlicensed PCS devices was going

to be the time consuming and expensive task of relocating

existing microwave licensees.

UTAH, Inc., the organization charged by the Commission in

the Second Report and Order to develop a plan to relocate

microwave licensees in the unlicensed PCS band, emphasized the

importance of microwave clearing to the unlicensed PCS community

noting that a move from the existing allocation at 1890-1930 MHz

to a higher frequency band could be the death knell of unlicensed

PCS:

As a result [of placing the unlicensed PCS
band at 2100 MHz] opportunities for

3 Of course, holding the upper PCS band in reserve for
future allocation will require regulatory action which allows
cellular entities to bid for some PCS spectrum in the lower band.
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deployment of coordinatable products would
dramatically diminish, band clearing could
not be completed, and non-coordinatable
products would never be deployed. Indeed, it
is likely that companies would simply pull
out of the unlicensed PCS market because it
would no longer be viable. 4

Similarly, UTAH, Inc., in explaining the importance of band

clearing process, especially as it relates to its efforts to

ensure that attention is paid to the clearing of spectrum for

nomadic devices, stated:

In developing its band clearing philosophy
and plan, UTAH is looking for means to
maximize the revenues available for microwave
relocation in order to expedite the
deployment of nomadic devices for both voice
and data applications. UTAH is also
investigating options such as guardbands as
an interim means to permit some non­
coordinatable deployment until full clearing
of all of the unlicensed spectrum can occur.
The timeframe for band clearing remains
dependent upon the success of individual
manufacturers in creating and marketing
unlicensed PCS products that can provide a
source of necessary revenues from clearing
fees to fund the relocation process. s

Ericsson fully agrees with these statements. However,

Ericsson proposes one modification to the unlicensed PCS rules

which will promote a more rapid deployment of coordinatable and

nomadic pes devices in the isochronous and asynchronous bands.

As presently written, the unlicensed PCS rules provide for

4 See, Written statement of UTAH, Inc. In support of
Remarks of Sandy Abramson, President of UTAH, Inc., Gen. Docket
No. 90-314, April 7, 1994, at 14 ("UTAH Statement").

5 See, UTAH Statement, p. 17-18.

6



two separate 10 MHz isochronous sub-bands. 6 The rules governing

operation in each of the isochronous bands are, however,

different.? In the less crowded upper isochronous sub-band

(1920-1930 MHz), the FCC makes provision for 8 channels 1.25 MHz

in width. In the more crowded lower isochronous sub-band (1890-

1900 MHz) there are two channels each of which can be no greater

than 5 MHz in width. section 15.321(a) also permits the upper

and lower isochronous sub-bands to be subdivided into channels of

smaller bandwidth but does not provide for the aggregation of

smaller channels in the upper isochronous sub-band into larger

wideband channels. Thus, narrowband technologies (i.e., those

technologies which have channel bandwidths no greater than 1.25

MHz) have a full 20 MHz of isochronous spectrum in which to

operate while wideband technologies (i.e. those technologies

which have channel bandwidths greater than 1.25 MHz inclUding

certain state of the art TDMA and CDMA systems) have only 10 MHz

of isochronous spectrum in which to operate.

The inequitable distribution of isochronous spectrum between

narrOWband and wideband technologies discriminates against

spectrum efficient wideband technologies. More importantly for

Sec. 15.319(a).

7 Sec. 15.321(a) reads: "operation shall be contained
within one of two channels starting with 1890-1895 MHz and ending
with 1895-1900 MHz, or within one of eight channels that are 1.25
MHz in width starting with 1920-1921.25 and ending with 1928.75­
1930 MHz. Further, sub-division of a 1.25 or 5 MHz channel is
permitted with a reduced power level, as specified in Section
15.319(c), but in no event shall the emission bandwidth be less
than 50 kHz."
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purposes of this proceeding and the importance of clearing

microwave links as quickly as possible, the separate and unequal

isochronous sub-band regulations creates a disincentive to the

clearing of microwave links at the earliest possible time.

Under the present unlicensedPCS rules every incentive is

present to place greater emphasis on clearing the upper

isochronous band because there are less microwave links in that

band. If the FCC's rules are changed to eliminate the existing

discriminatory channel segmentation rules to allow narrowband and

wideband technologies to be deployed in the upper isochronous

band, there will still be incentive to clear the upper

isochronous band first. However, two additional important

benefits will be realized. First, because narrowband and

wideband manufacturers will be allowed to sell devices which can

be operated in the upper isochronous band, more manufacturers

will be involved in the band clearing process resulting in more

equipment being sold and more revenues being available for band

clearing at an earlier point in time. s Second, allowing

narrowband and wideband devices to be deployed in the upper

isochronous band will result in more choices for consumers and

more competition in the unlicensed PCS market resulting in better

products and lower prices.

For the reasons expressed above, Ericsson submits that the

a The Co..ission recognize. that narrowband and wideband
technologies can exist in the .... isochronous sub-band since
section 15.321(a) allows 1.25 MHz narrowband channels to be used
in the lower isochronous band.
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FCC should reconsider the unlicensed PCS rules by making it

possible for narrowband and wideband technology devices and or

systems to be used in either the upper or lower isochronous band.

Respectfully submitted,

The Ericsson corporation

J2!gR/~lfav c. atoW
Its Attorney

Young & Jatlow
suite 600
2300 N street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20037
(202) 663-9080

April 22, 1994
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Lisa M. Volpe, hereby certify that on this 22nd day of April 1994, copies of the
foregoing Comments of the Ericsson Corporation In Response To The April 11-12,
1994 Panel discussions Held By the FCC's PCS Task Force vvere sent by postage-paid
first class mail to the following:

Michael F. Altschul
Cellular Telecommunications Industry
Association
Two Lafayette Centre, 1133 21 st Street,
N.W.,
Washington, DC 20036

Susan R. Athari
Baraff, Koerner, Olender & Hochberg,
P.C.
5335 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W.,
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20015

R. Phillip Baker
Chickasaw Telephone Company
Box 460
Sulphur, OK 73086

William B. Barfield
BellSouth Corporation
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30367-6000

James H. Barker
Latham & Watkins
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1300
Washington, DC 20004-2505

Stephen D. Baruch
Leventhal, Senter & Lerman
2000 K Street, N.W., Suite 600
Washington, DC 20006
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Francine J. Berry
AT&T
Room 3244J1, 295 North Maple Ave.
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Wayne V. Black
KeHer and Heckman
1001 G Street, Suite 500 West
Washington, DC 20001

Jonathan D. Blake
Covington & Burling
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20044

Larry A. Blosser
MCI Telecommunications Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Jeffrey S. Bork
1020 19th Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Margaret M. Charles
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

David Cosson
National Telephone Cooperative
Association
2626 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037



Robert L. Doyle
Roseville Telephone Co.
P.O. Box 969
Roseville, CA 95678

Charles P. Featherson
BeliSouth Corporation
1133 21 st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Robert S. Foosaner
Nextel Communications, Inc.
601 13th Street, N.W.
Suite 1100 South
Washington, Dc 20005

Paula J. Fulks
Southwestern Bell Corporation
175 E. Houston, ~. 1218
San Antonio, TX 78205

Mark Golden
Telocater, PCIA
1019 19th Street, N.W.
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036

Stephen L. Goodman
Halprin, Temple & Goodman
1301 K Street, N.W.
Suite 1020 East Tower
Washington, DC 20005

John Hearne
Point Communications Company
100 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1000
Santa Monica, CA 90401

W.S. Howard
Millington Telephone Co.
4880 Navy Road
Millington, TN 38053
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John W. Hunter
McNair & Sanford, P.A.
1155 Fifteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

E. Ashton Johnston
Bryan Cave
700 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20005-3960

J. Barclay Jones
American Personal Communications
1025 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Jay C. Keithley
Sprint Corporation
1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036

Mich••' D. Kennedy
Motorola, Inc.
1350 I Street, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005

Michael Killen
Kitlen & Associates, Inc.
382 Fulton Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Stephen G. Kraskin
Kraskin & Associates
2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 810
Washington, Dc 20037

David A. LaFuria
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
1819 H Street, N.W., Seventh Floor
Washington, DC 20006



John D. Lane
Wilke, Artis, Hedrick & Lane, Chtd.
1866 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Lon C. Levin
AMSC Subsidiary Corporation
10802 Parkridge Boulevard
Reston, VA 22091

James F. Lovette
Apple Computer, Inc.
One Infinite Loop, MS:301-4J
Cupertino, CA 95014

W. Scott McCollough
Office of the Attorney General
State of Texas
P.O. Box 12548, 300 W. 15th St.
7th Floor
Austin, TX 78711-2548

Harold K. McCombs, Jr.
Duncan, Weinberg, Miller & Pembroke
1615 M Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Robert J. Miller
Gardere & Wynne, L.L.P.
1601 Elm Street, Suite 3000
Dallas, TX 75201

Scott M. Morris
McCaw Cellular Communications, Inc.
5400 Carillon Point
Kirkland, WA 98033

David L. Nace
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez,
Chartered
1819 H St., N.W., Seventh Floor
Washington, DC 20006
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Carl W. Northrop
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700 13th Street, N.W., Suite 700
washington, DC 20005

Frank Michael Panek
Ameritech
2000 \NEst Ameritech Center Dr.
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196

J. Lyle Patrick
Illinois Consolidated Telephone Co.
121 South 17th Street
Mattoon, IL 61938

Ronald L. Plesser
Piper & Marbury
1200 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Seventh Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Gail L. Polivy
1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

John A. Prendergast
Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson &
Dickens
2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20037

Audrey P. Rasmussen
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1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20006-3483

Glenn S. Richards
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1255 23rd Street, N.W., Suite 800
Washington, DC 20037
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PacTel Corporation
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The Concord Telephone Company
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1400 Sixteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036
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LACE, Inc.
655 Redwood Highway tl340
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Linda C. Sadler
Rockwell International Corporation
1745 Jefferson Davis Highway
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Association
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Washington, DC 20006

R. Michael Senkowski
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1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Kathy L. Shobert
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Washington, DC 20006
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Nancy J. Thompson
COMSAT Mobile Communications
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Arter & Hadden
1801 K Street, N.W., Suite 400K
Washington, DC 20006

Alane C. Weixel
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